
Our Ref: HM/ GARDEN ROUTE / BITOU / PLETTENBERG BAY / 

PORTION OF ERF 2103 

Case No: 21072105SB0723E 

Enquiries: Stephanie-Anne Barnardt

E-mail: stephanie.barnardt@westerncape.gov.za 

Tel: 021 483 5959 

Stéfan de Kock 

perceptionplanning@gmail.com 

NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP:  PROPOSED ANIMAL CARE CENTRE DEVELOPMENT PTN OF ERF 

2013, PLETTENBERG BAY, SUBMITTED IN TERMS OF SECTION 38(8) OF THE NATIONAL HERITAGE RESOURCES 

ACT (ACT 25 OF 1999) 

CASE NUMBER:  21072105SB0723E 

The matter above has reference. 

Heritage Western Cape is in receipt of the above matter. This matter was discussed at the Heritage 

Officers meeting held on 2 August 2021. 

You are hereby notified that, since there is no reason to believe that the proposed Animal Care Centre 

development Ptn of Erf 2013, Plettenberg Bay, will impact on heritage resources, no further action 

under Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999) is required.   

However, should any heritage resources, including evidence of graves and human burials, 

archaeological material and paleontological material be discovered during the execution of the 

activities above, all works must be stopped immediately, and Heritage Western Cape must be notified 

without delay. Fossil finds procedure to be included within the environmental authorization.  

This letter does not exonerate the applicant from obtaining any necessary approval from any other 

applicable statutory authority. 

HWC reserves the right to request additional information as required.  

Should you have any further queries, please contact the official above and quote the case number. 

Yours faithfully 

…………………………………… 

Michael Janse van Rensburg 

Chief Executive Officer: Heritage Western Cape 

RESPONSE TO NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP: FINAL 

In terms of Section 38(8) of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999) and the Western Cape 

Provincial Gazette 6061, Notice 298 of 2003 

mailto:stephanie.barnardt@westerncape.gov.za






  
Directorate: Biodiversity and Coastal Management 

 Mercia Liddle 
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Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning  

 

 

The EAP 

Cape Environmental Assessment Practitioners  

P.O. Box 2070 

17 Progress Street 

GEORGE 

6530 

 

Attention: Ms. Melissa Mackay 

Tel: 044 874 0365 

E-mail: mel@cape-eaprac.co.za     

Dear Madam 

RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON THE PART 2 AMENDMENT APPLICATION OF THE EXISTING 

ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION FOR HOUSE VOGEL / THE HAPPY PLACE ON ERF 2103, 

PIESANG VALLEY, PLETTENBERG BAY. 

1. Your request for comment from the sub-Directorate: Coastal Management on the above-

mentioned pre-application basic assessment report received on 23 August 2021, refers. 

2. The Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act No. 24 of 2008) (“NEM: ICMA”) is a 

Specific Environmental Management Act under the umbrella of the National 

Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”).  The NEM: ICMA 

sets out to manage the nation’s coastal resources, promote social equity and best 

economic use of coastal resources whilst protecting the natural environment.  In terms of 

Section 38 of the NEM: ICMA, the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (‘the Department’) is the provincial lead agency for coastal management in 

the Western Cape as well as the competent authority for the administration of the 

“Management of public launch sites in the coastal zone (GN No. 497, 27 June 2014) 

“Public Launch Site Regulations”.  The Department, in pursuant of fulfilling its mandate, is 

implementing the Provincial Coastal Management Programme (“PCMP”). The PCMP is a 

five (5) year strategic document, and its purpose is to provide all departments and 

organisations with an integrated, coordinated and uniform approach to coastal 

management in the Province.  A key priority of the PCMP is the Estuary Management 

Programme, which is predominantly implemented through the Estuary Management 

Framework and Implementation Strategy (“EMFIS”) project.  The Department is 

implementing estuary management in accordance with the NEM: ICMA and the National 

Estuarine Management Protocol (“NEMP”). Relevant guidelines, Estuarine Management 

mailto:Email:%20Mercia.Liddle@westerncape.gov.za
http://www.westerncape.gov.za/
mailto:mel@cape-eaprac.co.za


 
Page 2 of 4 

www.westerncape.gov.za 

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning  

Plans, Mouth Management Plans need to be considered when any listed activities are 

triggered in the Estuarine Functional Zone. 

3. The sub-directorate: Coastal Management (“SD: CM”) has reviewed the information as 

specified above and have the following commentary: 

3.1. It is noted that the owner of Erf 2103 Piesang Valley, and holder of the EA, wishes to amend 

the current EA (which was issued by the Department on 17 September 2018) for a single 

residential dwelling to provide a day care, training and rehabilitation centre for domestic 

animals. Two cottages are proposed to be utilised for staff accommodation and a 

separate united is for the proposed training centre. The applicant wishes to replace the 

approved single residential dwelling with the proposed rescue facility. All structures will be 

raised above ground on stilts, including dog kennels. 

3.2. The NEM: ICMA is not listed as relevant legislation for the proposed development in the 

draft Amendment Assessment Report (2021). The NEM: ICMA should be listed as relevant 

legislation, as the proposed maintenance activities will occur within the estuarine 

functional zone (“EFZ”) as well as within the coastal protection zone (“CPZ”) and the 

purpose of the CPZ should be considered in the application. Due to the effects of climate 

change, it was predicted that the Western Cape would experience, inter alia, changes 

in temperature, decrease in rainfall and an increase in the frequency and magnitude of 

storm surges along the coast. It is in the light of this complex and dynamic nature of the 

coastline that the NEM: ICMA was promulgated. The NEM: ICMA provides a framework 

for the integrated management of the coast with the aim of preserving, protecting, 

extending and enhancing the status of coastal public property and securing equitable 

access to the benefits and opportunities of the coast. As such, the NEM: ICMA provides 

for various zones and provides a framework for the management of these zones. 

3.3. The proposed development layout is set to occur seaward the coastal management line 

(“CML”) for the Garden Route District as noted in the amendment report. The increased 

effects of climate change, sea level rise and increased storm surges in coastal 

environments obliges the Department to take a more cautious approach when 

considering developments along the coast and estuaries. The technical delineation of 

the CML project was to ensure that development is regulated in a manner appropriate 

to risks and sensitivities in the coastal zone. The CML was informed by various layers of 

information including biodiversity, estuarine functionality, risk to flooding, wave-run-up 

modelling, inter alia, and was delineated in conjunction with and supported by other 

organs of state including the Local and District Municipalities, CapeNature and all other 

organs of state represented on the steering committee for the Garden Route District CML 

project. The principal purpose of the CML is to protect coastal public property (“CPP”), 

private property and public safety; to protect the CPZ; and to preserve the aesthetic 

value of the coastal zone. The use of CMLs is of particular importance in response to the 

http://www.westerncape.gov.za/
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effects of climate change, as it involves both a quantification of risks and pro-active 

planning for future development.   

3.4. The draft Amendment Assessment Report indicated that the proposed rescue centre will 

be located within 100m of the highwater mark of the Piesang River, as such the proposed 

development will occur within the EFZ. The applicant is advised to consider the Western 

Cape Estuarine Management Framework and Implementation Strategy: Best Practice 

Activity Guidelines (2019) which is a value resource for the nature of the proposed 

development and can be found on the Departmental website at: 

https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/WC%20EMFIS%20Activity%20G

uidelines.pdf   

3.5. The draft Amendment Assessment Report states that the proposed development has no 

influence on an estuary management plan. It should be noted the Department’s Estuary 

Management Plans (“EMPs”) are currently open for public comment and the Piesang 

River EMP indicated that subject property is proposed to be zoned as Development (Low 

Intensity). This zone reflects the nature of current development but also has a specific 

purpose, namely, to regulate the type of future development and activities that may take 

place within these private land parcels. The EMP recommends that the areas earmarked 

in this zone be reserved for either no development or very-low density development, 

tailored towards agriculture conservation and eco-tourism. The Piesang River EMP can be 

accessed via the Department website: 

https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/Piesang%20River%20Estuary%2

0Draft%20EMP_2021.pdf  

3.6. The nature of estuaries and the broader littoral active zone must be taken into account 

in land-use planning and this includes planning for the natural meandering and/or 

migration of the estuary channel and mouth, riparian flooding, tidal surges and sea storm 

events as well as the long-term natural processes of erosion and accretion in the coastal 

zone. The capacity of the estuary and/or rover to accommodate recreational pressure 

generated by shoreline development should be taken into account in determining the 

nature and scale of development adjacent to estuaries.  

3.7. The applicant considered critical biodiversity areas (“CBAs”) and ecological support 

areas (“ESAs”) as well as aquatic features in relation to the proposed development and 

in accordance with the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (2017). Where possible, 

CBAs and priority ESAs as well as remaining natural ecosystems, particularly forests, 

riparian margins and dune systems, should be preserved. These natural units holistically 

provide protection against extreme events such as natural disasters and associated 

erosion.   

3.8. It is noted from the to the Wetland Assessment (EnviroSci, June 2021) that the proposed 

layout amendment would see a reduction in the overall footprint of the proposed 

development with the proposed access road already being completed as authorised. 

http://www.westerncape.gov.za/
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/WC%20EMFIS%20Activity%20Guidelines.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/WC%20EMFIS%20Activity%20Guidelines.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/Piesang%20River%20Estuary%20Draft%20EMP_2021.pdf
https://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/files/atoms/files/Piesang%20River%20Estuary%20Draft%20EMP_2021.pdf
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With the lifting of structures, the Wetland Assessment stated the hydrological impact on 

the site would be further limited.   

3.9. The Garden Route Coastal Access Audit (2019) indicated access to the coast at the 

subject stretch of coast is via private residences only. There is also an issue of 

encroachment of private gardens into the primary dunes which is a major concern. The 

applicant is advised to stay within the proposed development footprint.   

3.10. The amendment proposal includes a proposed entrance and access road as well as 

a guest parking area. The Guidelines mentioned in item 3.4. advises that parking areas 

must be positioned in such a way as to minimise the need for protection 

structure/measures and maintenance.  

4. The applicant must be reminded of their general duty of care and the remediation of 

environmental damage, in terms of Section 28(1) of NEMA, which, specifically states that: 

“…Every person who causes, has caused or may cause significant pollution or 

degradation of the environment must take reasonable measures to prevent such 

pollution or degradation from occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in so far as such harm 

to the environment is authorised by law or cannot reasonably be avoided or stopped, to 

minimise and rectify such pollution or degradation of the environment…” together with 

Section 58 of the NEM: ICMA which refers to one’s duty to avoid causing adverse effects 

on the coastal environment. 

5. The SD: CM reserves the right to revise its comments and request further information from 

you based on any information that may be received. 

 

 

Yours faithfully  

 

 

______________________________________ 

CONTROL ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICER 

SUB-DIRECTORATE: COASTAL MANAGEMENT  
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Comment on I&AP Project- House Vogel/ The Happy Place            

       I&AP- Jasmin Cloete 

In my opinion, I believe that this is a good and well considered project. I like the idea that 

instead of building another residence in the area, the decision has been made to build a 

doggie daycare and rehabilitation facility on the property. With Erf 2103 already being 

located next to a residential area named Beacon Island Estate, it was a great choice to 

establish an Animal Care Facility instead, as building another residential area would cause 

friction and it will not result in the amount of customers the landowners would have wanted. 

Being located near a National Route and Secondary Road means that the doggie daycare and 

rehabilitation centre is easily accessible for people to visit. It is also pleasing to see that there 

is an existing road network servicing this area, with the road leading to the property being 

tarred and of good quality.  

The Animal Care Facility is located at an ideal site because of:  

• The wetland located next to the Animal Care Facility can be very beneficial to the site 

as it can improve the water quality and reduces the occurence of floods. 

• The Piesanng River, which is a perennial river, can also be very beneficial to the 

Animal Care Facility. It can be used for watering purposes in the garden of the 

Facility.  

• The coastal rocks near the facility can serve as protection against flooding and 

reduces erosion of the shoreline.  

• Instead of being exploited and cleared to make way for early agriculturists, the 

landscape around the settlement became transformed through cultivation. This can 

increase soil fertility and reduce soil erosion. 

The impact assessment of this project is successfully done, and certain steps were made to 

ensure that no damage will be done to the environment, the plant species and archeological 

and/or heritage sites. I like the fact that all structures will be raised above the ground on stilts, 

to aviod digging up unearth objects. Instead, everyting will remain where it is and will 

therefore not be harmed during the construction process.  Another benefit is that the runoff 

from the road drains will also run into a natural drainage system, and will therefore have no 

impact on the proposed development or natural sources at the site.  



In conclusion, I think that Erf 2103 is a great area to build the Animal Care Facility “The 

Happy Place.”      











I&AP- Kerishnie Filander 
 

Project: House Vogel/The Happy Place. 

Name: Kerishnie Filander (Student @ UWC). 

I&AP Comments: 

 

Firstly, I would like to express just how well thought out and developed this project is. This is 

indeed an exceptional project. All the assessments are well planned, leaving little room for 

error. I have a special interest in water sources, especially when it could possibly be impacted 

on by developments. Another interest that sparked while going through the screening report 

was the relatively high environmental sensitivity that the aquatic biodiversity theme has. This 

is evidently because of the estuary and wetland environment just a few meters from the project 

site. 

The site development plans was set out well and all construction activities remained outside 

the 20 m wetland buffer. All the impacts and concerns that was raised in the Updated Wetland 

Assessment Report was mitigated effectively. However, I personally still feel like 20 m outside 

a landform as sensitive as a wetland is still too close for comfort. I am aware that if the buffer 

was to be extended that it would take away some space specifically designed for construction 

purposes. Also, considering that the Updated Wetland Assessment Report does make 

exceptional recommendations to alleviate the impacts that this development may have on the 

wetland, I just have one concern regarding the proximity of the wetland to the project site: 

The most horrific impact on a wetland would be habitat loss this may be possible through 

removing the vegetation on the wetland bank to pave a way for access, if needed. I know that 

in the Updated Wetland Assessment Report it is stated that the current layout of the project 

(i.e. being 20 m away from the wet land) would minimise any the loss of wetland habitat. 

Would it still be considered to remove vegetation from the wetland bank if access was required? 

Knowing it can cause habitat loss.  Why would this even be considered? 

 

 

 

 



I think that the decision not to build the residence and leasing the property to a rescue and 

rehabilitation group who will set up a dog day care and rehabilitation facility on the property 

was a good idea and would be an ideal project for the area. The impact assessments done for 

the project to ensure that no damage is being done in the area and that there are no constraints 

for the project to move forward was done successfully. What is favourable to me about the 

proposed amendment plan is that it will not require a basement like the residence that was 

going to be built before, and the facilities for the dog day care will be on stilts which will then 

reduce the potential for digging up any artefacts in the area. There is an existing road network 

in this area and the roads leading to this area is of good quality and any changes being made to 

the surrounding road network because of the proposed development would be acceptable and 

successful if done according to the conditions put down in the traffic impact assessment, which 

will essentially be beneficial for the proposed project and the surrounding road networks. 

Another thing that is favourable for the development of the project is that runoff from the road 

would drain into a natural drainage system which won’t affect the proposed development. I 

particularly like the fact that the wetland buffer on the Piesang River was upgraded and 

reserving the indigenous vegetation outside of the development area provides the species in the 

surrounding area with sufficient habitat. The improvement of the remnant tidal channels was 

also a good idea as it improved the water quality and habitat of the environment. Therefore, 

doing the wetland impact assessment for this project was beneficial as it brought about many 

pros for the surrounding environment.  

                                                                                               Registered I&AP – Gafietha Kadir 
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Objection to the proposed rezoning and sub division for the 

proposed change in land use from Single Residential Dwelling to 

Training, Rescue & Rehabilitation Centre on Erf 2103, Piesang 

Valley, Plettenberg Bay 

 
Date:  ___14 /9/2021______________ 

 

Reasons for Objections: 

 

My Home is in close proximity to the proposed development and would be adversely affected 

by the noise pollution of dogs being kennelled on the premises. Dog held in enclosures can 

often continuously bark  and this would be very disturbing to the residents in close proximity 

to them. 

 

Names:  ________N Rabjohn____________ 

 

Address:  ____4181 River Club________________ 

  

  _____________________ 

  

  _____________________ 

 

Tel:  _____0824401036________________ 









Objection to the proposed rezoning and sub division for the 
proposed change in land use from Single Residential Dwelling to 
Training, Rescue & Rehabilitation Centre on Erf 2103, Piesang 
Valley, Plettenberg Bay 

 
Date:  20 September 2021 
 
Reasons for Objections: 
 
Context: 
 
The context of Piesang River Valley is key in any application for any form of development.  
Currently, the area comprises a complex (River Club) specifically nestled between the hills, 
the Piesang River and Piesang River Valley Road.  River Club prides itself in providing a 
quiet, peaceful and tranquil home for permanent residents and a getaway home for those who 
live elsewhere in the country. 
 
Apart from River Club, a handful of country homes/estates can be found in the area. 
 
It is unquestionably so that all owners purchased properties with the following in mind: 
 

• Tranquillity of the area 
• Bird life of the area 

 
A large training, rescue and rehabilitation centre for traumatised dogs represents the very 
antithesis of what should be erected in the area. 
 
It is unquestionably so, and by definition, that a training, rescue and rehabilitation centre will 
negatively impact on the environment. 
 
 
Proposed Development: 
 
The plans provided show that there will be: 
 
a)  Rehabilitation Centre. It not clear what will be rehabilitated here. More clarity on this is 
requested. 
b) 815 m2 of boardwalks and decking for the dwelling. 
c) A pavilion, decking, and boardwalk and substantial parking area for guests. If this is a 
rehabilitation centre, why should there be a pavilion for entertaining guests? This gives the 
impression that some form of entertainment for people will also take place on this property. 
d) 13 dog kennels in total; There is no indication as to how many dogs will be accommodated 
in these kennels. When dogs are housed in kennels in this sort of establishment, they often 
bark and howl a lot, especially if they are rescue dogs who are traumatised. This would have 
at least an irritating noise pollution effect and at most be distressing to all in the 
neighbourhood. The fact that the kennels are on stilts will have the effect of noise travelling 
so much further.  In this regard, section 7 (1), 10 (1) (a) and 21(2) of the Bitou Municipality 
by-Law relating to prevention of Public Nuisances and Public Nuisances arising from the 
keeping of animals is pertinent1. 

                                                 
1 7. Visibility of structures on premises 
(1) All structures in which animals are kept must be suitably screened from any street. 
10. Duties of owner or keeper of animal 
(1) The owner or keeper of an animal – (a) may not cause or allow an animal to interfere with the comfort, convenience, 
peace or quiet of other people; 



e) A manager’s dwelling, which has a basement 
f) 2 labourers’ cottages.  
g) A training centre. What/who will be trained here? 
 
 
Questions: 
 
What will be rehabilitated here?  
What/who will be trained here? What kind of training? How often? 
How many people will be staying on the property? 
 
This development has the potential of being loud, noisy and disruptive to the quiet 
neighbourhood, with the number of kennels on the property.  
 
Guests will be entertained on the pavilion. This will lead to more noise and more traffic as 
well. 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Names:  Mrs Joyce D. Sewry 
 
Address:  4178 River Club 
  Piesang Valley Road 
  Plettenberg Bay 
Tel:  0845044432 

                                                 
21. Permission to operate 
(2) The person operating a kennel, cattery, pet shop or pet parlour may not conduct the business in such a manner so as to 
cause any nuisance or annoyance to other people. 
 





The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature 
Board Members: Associate Prof Denver Hendricks (Chairperson), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Ms Marguerite Loubser, Mr Mervyn 

Burton, Dr Colin Johnson, Prof Aubrey Redlinghuis, Mr Paul Slack 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cape EAPrac, 
P.O Box 2070, 
George, 
6530 
 
Attention: Ms Melissa Mackay 
By email: (mel@cape-eaprac.co.za) 
 
Dear Ms Melissa Mackay 
 
DRAFT PART 2 AMENDED ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN 
LAND USE FROM SINGLE RESIDENTIAL DWELLING TO TRAINING, RESCUE AND 
REHABILITATION CENTRE ON ERF 2103, PIESANG VALLEY, PLETTENBERG BAY, 
BITOU LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WESTERN CAPE. 
 
DEA&DP reference: 16/3/3/5/D1/13/0003/21 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to review your application on Erf 2103 
in Plettenberg Bay. The following amendment is proposed as extracted from the amended 
assessment report:  
 
“The holder of the EA and owner of Erf 2103 Piesang Valley, Ms Saskia Vogel wishes to 
amend the current EA for a single residential dwelling to provide a day care, training and 
rehabilitation centre for domestic animals (particularly dogs and cats). Two cottages will be 
utilised for staff accommodation and a separate unit for the training centre. The rescue facility 
will replace the single residential development as approved.” 

 
Please note that our comments only pertain to the biodiversity related impacts and not to the 
overall desirability of the application.  
 
CapeNature commented in detail on the Draft Basic Assessment Report (CapeNature 
Reference: 14/2/6/1/6/1_BITO/2103_2018CF011).  
 
Following a review of the amended assessment report and appendices, CapeNature wishes 
to make the following additional comments: 
 

1. CapeNature acknowledges that the proposed (and amended) development is outside 
the extent of Critical Biodiversity Areas. 

LANDSCAPE EAST – CONSERVATION 

INTELLIGENCE MANAGEMENT UNIT 
postal Private Bag X6546, George, 6530 

physical 4th Floor, York Park Building, York Street, George 
6530 

website www.capenature.co.za  

enquiries Megan Simons 

telephone +27 87 087 3060 fax +27 44 802 5313 

email  msimons@capenature.co.za  

reference   LE14/2/6/1/6/1/ERF2103_Amended EA_ 

date 21 September 2021 

mailto:mel@cape-eaprac.co.za
http://www.capenature.co.za/
mailto:msimons@capenature.co.za


The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature 
Board Members: Associate Prof Denver Hendricks (Chairperson), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Ms Marguerite Loubser, Mr Mervyn 

Burton, Dr Colin Johnson, Prof Aubrey Redlinghuis, Mr Paul Slack 

2. The updated National Biodiversity Assessment (2018)1 mapped the proposed 
development area as Non-terrestrial (Estuarine Functional Zone), South Outeniqua 
Sandstone Fynbos (LC) and Garden Route Shale Fynbos (VU) to the north and south 
of the site, respectively.  

3. CapeNature recommend obtaining comments from the Department of Forestry, 

Fisheries and Environment (DFFE) if any protected trees2 will be disturbed. 

CapeNature will not object to the findings\recommendations as DFFE is a custodian 

of forestry resources in South Africa.  

4. In terms of the monitoring guidelines areas susceptible to erosion or bare soil should 
be protected by installing the necessary temporary structures. 

5. CapeNature recommends that all topsoil stockpiles be less than 1.5m in height and 

have adequate signage to illustrate which are topsoil and subsoil for rehabilitation 

purpose. Furthermore, caution must be applied to ensure that the topsoil is not 

contaminated.  

6. Only indigenous vegetation must be used for rehabilitation. Thus, the applicant must 

be conscious of the NEM:BA Alien and Invasive Species List3 and should not use or 

rehabilitate using listed alien and invasive plant species. CapeNature will not support 

the introduction of non-indigenous species.  

7. The influence of local climate change on the proposed development area must be 
considered, especially the change in climate could either increase the flow which can 
result in flooding or decrease the flow of water. Local weather data can be used to 
assesses the impacts and measures to mitigate these changes must be included.  

8. Fences should be visible to wildlife, including birds, by fitting reflective or colorful 

weather-resistant flags (e.g., aluminum or plastic strips) to the wire. 

 

9. CapeNature would like to remind the landowner that in terms of section 12 (1) and 2 

(a) of National Veld and Forest Act4 that an adequate firebreak must be prepared and 

maintained around the property to reasonably prevent the spread of unwanted fires in 

the area. Therefore, we recommend that the owner, if not registered yet, apply for 

membership with the Southern Cape Fire Protection Association (SCFPA) to assist 

and guide on the timeframes for ecological burns. 

 

10. Waste generated must be away from the watercourse to avoid any waste in the aquatic 

system. Furthermore, bins and waste skips must be baboon proof. Waste should be 

removed from the entire site and not only the development footprint. Waste generated 

by the development must be stored on site until it is removed to a registered facility. 

Implement the integrated waste management approach that addresses waste 

avoidance, reduction, re-use, recycling, recovery, treatment, and safe disposal as a 

last resort.5 

 
1 Skowno, A. L., Poole, C. J., Raimondo, D. C., Sink, K. J., Van Deventer, H., Van Niekerk, L., Harris, L. R., Smith-Adao, L. B., Tolley, K. A., 
Zengeya, T. A., Foden, W. B., Midgley, G. F. and Driver, A. 2019. National Biodiversity Assessment 2018: The status of South Africa’s 
ecosystems and biodiversity. Synthesis Report. Pretoria, South Africa. 214 pp. 
2 Notice of the List of Protected Tree Species under the National Forest Act, 1998 (Act No. 84 of 1998) 
3 National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act 2004 (Act No. 10 of 2004). Alien and Invasive Species Lists, 2016. Government 
Gazette no. 864 
4 National Veld and Forest Act 1998 (Act 101 of 1998) Government Gazette: 19515 
5 National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 2008 (Act No. 59 of 2008). Consultation on the draft revised and updated national waste 
management strategy. 2019. 



The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature 
Board Members: Associate Prof Denver Hendricks (Chairperson), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Ms Marguerite Loubser, Mr Mervyn 

Burton, Dr Colin Johnson, Prof Aubrey Redlinghuis, Mr Paul Slack 

 

11. CapeNature reminds the applicant of Section 28 of National Environmental 

Management Act (NEMA) (Act 104 of 1998 as amended) (Duty of Care) that states 

the following: 

 

“Every person who causes, has caused or may cause significant pollution or 

degradation of the environment must take reasonable measures to prevent such 

pollution or degradation from occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in so far as such 

harm to the environment is authorised by law or cannot reasonably be avoided or 

stopped, to minimise and rectify such pollution or degradation of the environment.” 

 

Any action that causes wilful degradation of the environment may therefore constitute 

a breach of this Duty of Care and the penal provisions of NEMA will apply. 

 
In conclusion, erecting infrastructure near sensitive and/or aquatic habitats must be 
prohibited. Thus, the development must remain outside the 20 m aquatic buffer. The 
remaining areas must be managed inline with the recommendation for degraded Ecological 
Support Areas. If all proposed mitigation measures are implemented and the construction 
remains within the development footprint and transformed areas, as far possible then 
CapeNature does not object to the proposed amended application.  
 
CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information 
based on any additional information that may be received. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Megan Simons 
For: Manager (Landscape Conservation Intelligence)  
 
 
 
 





Objection to the proposed rezoning and sub division for the 

proposed change in land use from Single Residential Dwelling to 

Training, Rescue & Rehabilitation Centre on Erf 2103, Piesang 

Valley, Plettenberg Bay 

 
Date:  ___31/8/2021______________ 

 

Reasons for Objections: 

 

The security will be a big issue for us . The noise from barking dogs all day and night is not 

acceptable in this tranquil area with lots of bird life that inhabits the Piesangvalley estuary. 

This is a residential area and no kennels should be allowed there. Out of town on a farm 

would be much more 

suitable.____________________________________________________________________

_______ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Names:  _Mandie Truter___________________ 

 

Address:  __4170 and 4202__________________ 

  

  ___Riverclub__________________ 

  

  __Plettenbergbay___________________ 

 

Tel:  __083 6588075___________________ 
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OBJECTION to the proposed rezoning and subdivision for the proposed change 

in land use from Single Residential Dwelling to Training, Rescue & 

Rehabilitation Centre on Erf 2103 Piesang Valley, Plettenberg Bay 

Date: 1 September 2021 

Reasons for Objections:  

1) Instead of a single residential dwelling which would blend and fit in with the 

adjacent attractive residential properties along the Piesang River, the proposal 

is for multiple buildings and structures namely a Rehabilitation Centre, a 

Training Centre, 2x Cottages, and a number ie 13 kennel dog huts (each 2x3 

metres) each surrounded by large (wire, one assumes) fencing with an total 

area of 1075 square metres. This is a massive coverage on that erf that will 

invariably spoil and destroy the largely natural terrain by over-populating it with 

unattractive, unnecessary and undesirable development and structures.     

2) The (revised) proposal indicates that: “All structures will be raised above ground 

on stilts, including the dog kennels.” This will provide an unusual, 

unconventional, unattractive and undesirable development from an aesthetic 

point of view. The question arises why stilts are, or may be, required but the 

proposal is silent as to the reason for this aspect of the proposed development.   

3) Instead of the normal traffic level associated with a single residential dwelling, 

the proposal will provide a business instead of a single residence and thereby 

an unwanted increased level of motor traffic associated with a business. This 

increase in vehicular traffic will be unwanted and undesirable for Piesang Valley 

Road and the residential nature of the adjacent properties.  

4) The proposal will provide a type of business on the erf which unfortunately will 

lead to barking and howling of dogs on the property, particularly at night-times 

and over weekends (when operating staff may not be present to deal with such 

noise-levels). This will invariably lead to “noise pollution” in the surrounding 

area which is normally a quiet area, and such noise will be clearly undesirable. 

5) In addition to the problem set out in paragraph 4 above, the proposal will also 

provide a type of business which will unfortunately provide a potential source 

of unpleasant odour and stench from the faeces/urine of dogs and any other 

animals on the property. This arises invariably even if the kennels are cleaned 

regularly and as well as practically possible – but for example over weekends 

when operating staff may not be on duty, this will not be the case. This will 

therefore lead to “air pollution” in the surrounding area (or downwind) which will 

clearly be undesirable for those living in the vicinity or neighbourhood.                      

Names: Mr Andre van der Merwe (Chairman – representing 12 owners) 

Address: Mustique Body Corporate, 

 The River Club, 

 Piesang Valley Road, Plettenberg Bay 

Tel: 082 777 2887  

 







Objection to the proposed rezoning and sub division for the 

proposed change in land use from Single Residential Dwelling to 

Training, Rescue & Rehabilitation Centre on Erf 2103, Piesang 

Valley, Plettenberg Bay 

 
Date:  _2 September 2021________________ 

 

Reasons for Objections: 

 

 
This documents states the OBJECTION for the PROPOSED CHANGE IN LAND USE FROM 

SINGLE RESIDENTIAL DWELLING TO TRAINING, RESCUE & REHABILITATION CENTRE ON 

ERF 2103, PIESANG VALLEY, PLETTENBERG BAY 
 

The proposed change is a significant deviation to the original approved plan. The changed 

proposal will have the effect of  

- Additional and unwanted noise disturbance by barking dogs. The area is currently tranquil 

and peaceful and does not lend itself to unnecessary noise pollution. 

- Additional dwellings for a manager, labourers, and no doubt their families. Instead of this 

being a single dwelling proposal, we are now faced with a proposal for at least an additional 

2-3 families. This introduces unwanted additional noise disturbance. 

- Unnecessary disturbance of flora. By building even more buildings and living quarters, 

current flora on the property will be destroyed. This is clearly an unwanted situation, again as 

this area is considered a beautiful and peaceful area, with many local species. 

- Unnecessary disturbance of fauna. There are numerous beautiful species of fauna present 

along the Piesang Valley. With unnecessary noise from barking dogs, as well as the natural 

hunting nature of dogs or other animals, these animals will have a detrimental impact on the 

natural fauna. 

- Negative impact on the value of existing dwellings in the area. By introducing a 

comparatively high density and noise disturbing influence as per the proposal, it will impact 

negatively on the current property values in the area.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Names:  _Kari Vemer___________________ 

 

Address:  4174/5 Bulura Creek____________________ 

  

  Riverclub_____________________ 

  

  Plettenberg Bay_____________________ 

 

Tel:  082 808 4544_____________________ 




